If the . . . description [of eighteenth-century social relations as they may be seen from above] is the only one that we are offered, then it is only too easy to pass from this to some view of a 'one-class society'; the great house is at the apex, and all lines of communication run to its dining-room, estate office or kennels. This is, indeed, an impression easily gained by the student who works among estate papers, quarter sessions records, or the . . . correspondence [of the social and political elite].
That problematic figure, the agricultural labourer, threatens to disrupt [the] closed circuit of mythmaking by reintroducing the social, the economic, and the political into the realm of the aesthetic.
-Tim Barringer 4
It is late in the afternoon on a warm July day in 1744. 5 A gentry family sits at ease on the terrace of their country house, the husband and wife looking devotedly at each other. The face of their sister-in-law is, however, turned instead toward the viewer, a guest who stands-probably-at a first-floor window of their mansion. All three patrician figures have their backs to the estate, but their gestures invite the observer, perhaps by practicing the magnifying, mechanical gaze made possible by the telescope on the landlord's desk, to join him in surveying it. The prospect is an attractive one, especially in the sultry early summer haze, and it calls attention not only to the picturesque features of the managed landscape, with its rectangular ponds, its neatly sculpted shrubs and its trimmed lawns, but also to the distant presence of an agricultural workforce busy at the hay harvest. The vista juxtaposes wholesome toil with well-earned rest, the leisure of the gentry throwing into even greater relief the arduousness of the plebeian task of raking hay.
The scene seems strangely familiar, representing as it does one phase of the process through which, as John Barrell famously argued, the landscape was "darkened" in the eighteenth-century: a gradual transition from the jolly imagery of merry England, first to representations of a cheerful, sober, domestic, and increasingly industrious peasantry; then to picturesque images of the ragged and pitiful poor; and finally to romantic depictions of rural harmony in which distant laborers were subsumed into the landscape.
6 Throughout these phases of evolution, Barrell insisted, rustics were almost invariably portrayed as industrious, although it is never entirely clear whether such representations were descriptive or normative.
7 Barrell therefore provided the lens through which we might be most tempted to view this remarkable prospect. But the magnification made possible by the landlord's telescope might give us pause, not least because the laws of perspective focus our attention on one particular laborer, who is, on closer inspection, not only idle, but also refreshing himself enthusiastically from a foot-long keg of beer. Labor is emphatically not to be found in the dark side of this particular landscape, for the drinking haymaker is bathed in sunlight and his demeanor is emblematic less of toil or industry than of leisure and recreation ( fig. 1) .
The prospect of this problematic landscape is represented for us in Edward Haytley's Extensive View from the Terraces of Sandleford Priory, near Newbury, Looking towards the Village of Newtown and the Hampshire
Downs, a painting commissioned by the Montagu family in 1743. Popularly known as The Montagus at Sandleford Priory, and now in private (and anonymous) hands somewhere in the United States, the image articulates themes that are now widely recognized as central to the social and economic history of the eighteenth-century English countryside.
8 It represents the complex and ambiguous nature of the relationships between 6 those who presided over the rural landscape as lords of the earth and those who lived off its soil by the sweat of their brows. By definition, Haytley's painting artificially fixes that relationship, capturing social and economic relations in motion at a time when strategies of estate management (especially engrossing, enclosure, and emparkment) were rapidly evolving. During the middle decades of the eighteenth century, landlords revised not only their economic but also their aesthetic judgments about the appropriate balance between landed and human resources on their estates. Those judgments were informed by the perception, which (largely for ideological rather than empirical reasons) had become increasingly common during the century between 1650 and 1750, that the working population could rarely (if ever) be persuaded to engage wholeheartedly in unremitting toil.
9
This doctrine of the utility of poverty-the idea that increasing wages bred only idleness and indigence among the laboring poor-proved ever more persuasive to pamphleteers and social commentators and inevitably found expression in artistic representations of agricultural work. The unfortunate omission of any consideration of The Montagus at Sandleford Priory from Barrell's analysis of The Dark Side of the Landscape, compounded by the conspicuous absence of any detailed commentary on the painting in subsequent art-historical scholarship, renders the obvious questions all the more urgent: What kind of landscape did Edward Haytley paint? How might we characterize the workforce that "labors" within it? Which side of the landscape is represented and why?
10
What follows is a close reading of the representation of harvest labor in Haytley's painting, paying particular attention to the subtle undercurrents it reveals in the field of force that constrained relations between leisured patrician society and laboring plebeian culture.
11 The analysis is principally concerned with perceptions of the changing practices of leisure and labor; and, more broadly, with the relationship between those perceptions and the lived experience of agricultural work in eighteenth-century England. It is possible to explore these themes in the context of the Montagu estate because of the vivid depiction of haymakers in Haytley's painting and because of the survival of a vast archive of personal correspondence that discloses the attitudes of Elizabeth Montagu in particular towards the remodeling of the Sandleford landscape and the most appropriate disposition of the agricultural workforce within it.
12 In turn, this evidence raises fundamental questions about the plausibility of contemporary attitudes to labor; about the aesthetic and economic discourses that justified the improvement of the landscape; and about the dynamics of the relationship between artists and their patrons. By narrowing the scale of observation to the representation of the hay harvest on the Sandleford estate, it is possible to reconstruct in microcosm the pressures that were remaking English rural society in the middle decades of the eighteenth century and to contrast the fictions that the painting presents about agricultural labor with the real seigneurial attitudes that were governing its fate.
Artist, Patron, and Commission
What little is known about the life and career of Edward Haytley (1713-1762) has recently been unearthed by Rodney Griffiths.
13 Haytley was born in Oswestry in northeast Shropshire and was almost certainly educated at the free grammar school there. By 1740, he had moved to London and was already in contact with two of the gentry families, providing flower drawings for Montagu (the celebrated bluestocking, hostess, and lady of letters) at Sandleford and repairing paintings for James Brockman of Beachborough (Kent), whom he was subsequently to paint in such striking style.
14 He may well have been connected to the St. Martin's Lane Academy and probably lived nearby, though by 1748 he was resident on Compton Street in St. Anne's, Soho. Although the paintings for which he is best known-the various conversation pieces depicting the Montagus and the Brockmans, together with his portraits of several members of prominent Lancastrian gentry families and the two roundels that he contributed to William Hogarth's elaborate decoration of the Court Room at the London Foundling Hospital-were painted in quick succession during the mid-1740s, they evidently did not secure his financial future. In March 1748, Haytley was declared bankrupt and seems to have supported himself subsequently both as a linen draper (even supplying canvas to the navy for sail cloth) and by continuing to accept artistic commissions. By 1749 he was married, for his wife Elizabeth (almost certainly née Laycock) was named as his executrix in that year, though the union proved childless. When he died in March 1762, his circumstances were anything but affluent, his will making no reference to any personal belongings (least of all any paintings); giving no clue to his trade, profession, or status; and specifying bequests only of a few shillings each to his own parents and his surviving siblings.
From one perspective, then, Haytley was just another impecunious artist teetering on the brink of insolvency and at the mercy of the whims of his patrons. His relationship with those patrons nonetheless seems to have been relatively close. As early as August 1740, Elizabeth Robinson was referring to Haytley as her "artist friend" ("EH," p. 7). This friendship therefore predated Elizabeth's marriage into the Montagu family by two full years and suggests that however the relationship between patron and artist was subsequently managed (almost certainly by her new husband), she personally exercised a significant degree of agency in advocating commissions. It may even be appropriate to describe her, rather than Edward, as Haytley's patron. She was accordingly in December 1743 referring once again to Haytley as her "very good friend," and was far from shy about advertising her protégé's artistic talents, describing him as "a very ingenious young painter" in July 1744 ("EH," p. 7). Her husband apparently came to share this assessment, remarking in 1745 that Haytley had a "genius" for capturing likeness even when the relatively small figures he depicted were dwarfed by the landscape in which he situated them ("EH," p. 7). In 1754, Elizabeth herself commented warmly if condescendingly that Haytley was a "young man of great merits, and has an elegance of mind Norma Landau, The Justices of the Peace, 1679 -1760 (Berkeley, 1984), pp. 26, 175, 178 -79, 195-6, 198-99, 206, 223. uncommon in one who has not had a liberal education" ("EH," p. 7). This was doubtless an assessment influenced by the full-length portrait that Haytley had by that stage painted of Elizabeth herself but more particularly by the Montagus' evident pleasure at the completion in 1744 of the painting (of the family at Sandleford) that is now considered to be one of his masterpieces ( fig. 2) .
It is nonetheless a moot point as to whether Edward Montagu saw the same merits in Haytley's painting as those that have very gradually been recognized by art historians. For Montagu, the defining characteristic of the Sandleford portrait was the accuracy of personal likeness, while one of its few more recent admirers has described it as "one of the finest, topographically correct, and earliest English Landscapes by an English artist."
15
Indeed, the painting in some respects imitates the topographical views of the country house and its associated landed estate that had begun to appear in the seventeenth century and that had yet to be superseded by the compositional views subsequently introduced (under the influence of Claude Lorraine and coinciding with the emergence of the Brownian landscape garden) by Richard Wilson in the mid-eighteenth century. 16 There is in Haytley's vision a wonderful factualness about the view, a pride taken in the comprehensiveness and accuracy of the artist's gaze. As a landscape type, therefore, the painting is not so much picturesque as topographical. Indeed, the two landscape ideals that would have been familiar to estate owners like the Montagus (and, indeed, artists like Haytley) in the 1740s were georgic and pastoral, derived from Virgil rather than from William Gilpin or Edmund Burke.
17 Both idioms are in play in The Montagus at Sandleford Priory; the presence of the harvest laborers invites a reading that emphasizes the significance of intensive agricultural work while the disposition of the Montagus themselves connotes the landed estate as a place of leisure and relaxation from the pressures of city life.
Haytley's depiction of the rural landscape in what is essentially a variant on the genre of the country-house painting is nonetheless fascinating and revealing. 18 The perspective is that of a visitor looking out of the first-floor window of the Montagu mansion, and the vista is remarkably open to the viewer's gaze, lacking the prominent and densely foliated arboreal border or the classical masonry that frame so many early eighteenth-century paintings. The depiction of light encourages a sense of chronological fixity; this is a scene at Sandleford in the late afternoon of a sunny day in early
summer, the time of the hay harvest. The landscape itself is enclosed informally insofar as it is surrounded and overlooked by the encircling Hampshire hills but also in the more formal sense suggested by the arrangement of the hedges, fences, and walls that stretch out towards the village of Newtown in the middle distance. Beyond Newtown, however, the landscape appears to be less regulated, beyond the reach of private ownership and the productivity that such ownership implied. Possessive individualism has conferred on Montagu the opportunity to beautify the immediate landscape, which is arguably best described as picturesque rather than as manicured. The trees and shrubs have, nonetheless, been arranged ornamentally, the hedges have been trimmed to accommodate distant views, and the terrace has been separated from the meadow with a ha-ha and an associated water feature. Piecemeal enclosure has already transformed the estate and its landscaped hinterland into a gentry-controlled environment, an aestheticized ideal of how the English countryside should look: green, pleasant, productive, and, above all, orderly. Sandleford Priory, even as early as 1744, had become just so much "emptiable space."
19
Haytley's painting is, nonetheless, so much more than a realistic depiction of the Sandleford landscape, however evanescent its clouds and ethereal its trees. It very clearly reflects his patrons' own assessment of the qualities of the landscape. Montagu was very fond of describing the beauty of her view from the priory. "The garden," she wrote to the Duchess of Portland in 1744, "commands a fine prospect, the most cheerful I ever saw, and not of that distance which is only to gratify the pride of seeing, but such as falls within the humble reach of my eye." Although she thought that Newtown, lying on the rising ground before her, was "a pretty village," she was not unaware of the harsh realities of life for its laboring residents. She nonetheless believed that perceptions of hunger and indigence were softened by the beauty of the prospect: "poverty is there clad in its decent garb of low simplicity but her tattered robes of misery do not here show want and wretchedness." "You would," she insisted, "rather imagine [that] pomp was neglected than sufficiency wanted." The landscape was, she was convinced, watered by the silver stream of "health, pleasure and refreshment."
20 In many respects, therefore, Haytley re-created very precisely on canvas the images of labor and the landscape that Montagu seems to have fixed firmly in her imagination. "Ceres rich gifts," she wrote of Sandleford, "surround my gates. The jolly ploughman whistles over my furrowed lands [and] the rosy cheak'd dairy maid trips across the mead with the brimming pail on her head and sings as she goes." She seems to have a particularly idealized view of the harvest, which she thought "gives a spirit to life to the country which makes it more delightful." "The man of taste," she believed, "admires the verdure of the meadow and the waving of a field of corn, [and] the haymakers and reapers enliven the picture to his eye." These "objects," she believed, should be regarded with "sympathy and tenderness," with "a reference to [one's] fellow creatures," and with "a nobler and more tender mind than the uninterested connoisseur to whom all these things are considered merely as lordship." 21 Whether Montagu would have regarded her husband as precisely that kind of "uninterested connoisseur" is a moot point. And it is equally uncertain whether either she or her husband could have envisaged that Haytley would depict their harvest laborers reveling in quite the way he did. For her, the prospect from Sandleford Priory betrayed no signs of "debauch" or "intoxication"; for Haytley, labor was frozen in the acts of recreation and inebriation.
22
In formal terms, the Montagu portrait epitomizes two fundamental features of the eighteenth-century conversation piece as that emergent genre of portraiture has recently been characterized by Kate Retford: the focus on narrative, with individuals being captured in the process of leisured or laboring activity; and the shrinkage of the size of the figures as a proportion of the overall frame of reference, thereby liberating space for the minute representation of property.
23 This was, then, a medium in which material possessions could be represented, perhaps even enumerated "to the point of fetishization."
24 Haytley accordingly portrays the landlord and coal owner Edward Montagu, the fifty-two-year-old grandson of the first earl of Sandwich, seated on the terrace of his Sandleford garden. His much younger wife Elizabeth (aged only twenty-five in 1744) stands to his right in a pink dress resting her hands on the back of his chair. To his left, Elizabeth's even younger sister Sarah Robinson, subsequently to become famous as the novelist Sarah Scott, stands wearing a blue satin dress and holding her hat in her left hand, her right hand extended to receive a chair being carried by a liveried servant who approaches from her right.
25 The vista they survey extends southwards to the hills, which form a backdrop to the village of Newtown. In the middle distance to either side are groups of harvesters raking and stacking hay. In the right foreground is seen the game of bowls at which the family has been entertaining itself, together with a basket and an overturned chair. One of the most striking things about the composition is the presence on Edward's table of a telescope, which appears to be pointing towards the group of haymakers, including the drinking swain, to the left of the prospect. Montagu was therefore quite literally the lord of all he surveyed, and as MP for Huntingdon he could be said to have represented rural England in more ways than one. 
Representing Labor and Leisure in the Sandleford Landscape
At first sight, then, Haytley's painting seems to fit very comfortably with the analysis of the representation of "the happy rural life" identified by David Solkin.
27 Solkin argues that by the end of the seventeenth century, the private landed estate had become so firmly established as the primary sphere of gentlemanly and aristocratic activity that all landowners recognized that careful stewardship was necessary to preserve the patrimony for posterity. This imperative to assiduous estate management implied a new appreciation of the value of industriousness among the poor tenantry who actually worked the land. Although the squire (with or without the help of a steward or bailiff) supervised the estate, it was self-evident that the physical work of cultivating the landscape was performed by others. The landlord therefore carried a certain moral responsibility for his laborers.
28 The artistic corollary of this intensified paternalism was the gradual demise of the pastoral mode, idealizing rural peace and order, which had characterized a previous genre of landscape painting. The newer tradition urgently emphasized social distinction, yet paradoxically represented that division itself as the ultimate source of cosmic and earthly harmony, which would only be perpetuated as long as the patricians were kind and the plebs were patient. As Montagu herself put it, "all the charities of social life will be kept up if each will be contented with what heaven has allotted." 29 This paternalistic ideal was both confident and defensive, arrogant yet anxious; it expressed a righteous faith in the stability of the prevailing social order, but simultaneously conveyed an urgent need to justify its perpetuation. Paternalism of this kind, played out as it was in the theatre of social relations, is perhaps best understood as a gesture politics born of cynicism and fear. It found perfect expression in Montagu's somewhat self-satisfied account of the patronage she slyly offered in 1764 to one of the garden boys who labored in her hay meadows. Having been impressed with the lad's industry, she surreptitiously supplemented his meager lunch with a gooseberry pie and was delighted in turn by his response, which turned rapidly from surprise and delight, to suspicion and denial, and ultimately to filial generosity. Because "it was not his pie as it had not been given him," the boy initially resisted general exhortations to consume the food but subsequently gave in and ate with alacrity, only to pause when halfway through to declare that "it was so pure good he could save it for his little sister." This "blossom of earthly virtue" pleased Montagu no end because it represented the flowering of a plebeian deference that thrived in response to, and often in the expectation of, gentry paternalism. 30 Social distinction is indeed at first sight the central theme of Haytley's painting, which ostensibly represents a patrician family at leisure while their harvest workers toil relentlessly and their liveried servants attend to their every whim. The presence of staffage, especially butlers and maidservants attending tea tables, is entirely characteristic of conversation pieces, where such figures do not constitute the primary subject matter of the painting but (quite literally) serve both to emphasize the scale of the composition and to embody the authority and patronage exercised by the patriarchal family on which the viewer's attention is (or should be) really focused. 31 Indeed, Haytley's depiction of Sarah Scott's aloof gesture towards the valet (with whom she disdains eye contact and over whom she seems to tower) who proffers her chair is almost grotesque in its blatant representation of the interpersonal dynamics of power and servility.
32 The demeanor of Edward Montagu himself suggests that he holds himself aloof from this exchange: the valet is almost invisible to him as he turns towards his wife, his hand gesture implying that he has begun to hold forth, perhaps at some length, about what he just observed through his telescope.
33
On the face of it, therefore, the painting articulates a series of binary oppositions-rich and poor; landlord and tenant; employer and employee; the leisured and the laboring. The farmworkers are visible only as fuzzy images of distant industriousness; and they are spatially segregated as they rake hay in the fields beyond the terrace on which their landlord amuses himself with his telescope and the Robinson sisters play bowls. The visual contrast between Edward Montagu's intellectual curiosity and the ladies' playfulness is particularly striking and emphasizes the conventional gendered stereotypes of the pure intellect of men (suggested here by the telescope) and the embodied intellect of the women (represented by their game of bowls). The sisters have apparently ended their play and have called for a third chair for Elizabeth so that she may sit and converse with Edward, who has commanded her attention. We might imagine that in a few moments the whole family will be seated to politely discuss whatever it is that Edward has seen. The differentiated leisure practices of the Montagus are contrasted in turn with the rude work performed by their laborers, who embody only an animal physicality. Polite women might be little more than bodies, but they are bodies with minds, whereas the laborers-who gossip, drink, and sleep-are driven simply by physical, perhaps even animal, appetite.
Haytley's depiction of Sandleford therefore resembles that of a landscape garden (or ferme ornée) organized around views of fields, barns, and ponds so that the landed class could enjoy the georgic unfolding before them, taking delight in the performance of agricultural labor and enjoying the spectacle of a well-run farm.
34 Whether or not the Montagus themselves designed Sandleford as a ferme ornée, the painting alludes to the viewing pleasure made possible in that type of landscape garden. The pros- pect that we are invited to share (the leisurely gaze through Montagu's telescope) is that of an efficient and productive georgic landscape in which the distant laborers work hard. One might therefore be tempted to situate Haytley's work alongside that of John Constable, representing labor in the distant crannies of the dark side of the landscape identified by Barrell.
35
The economic inequalities that relegated casual labor to the very margins of society are, nonetheless, actually glamorized in Haytley's representation of rich and poor as equal sharers in the fruits of rural harmony. The two distinctive, perhaps even opposing, social groups are very skillfully elided in the painting, and the figures of patrician leisure and plebeian labor are gradually drawn together into a harmonious whole. This is achieved formally by the curious perspective that apparently draws the laborers into much closer proximity with the Montagu family than they actually are; by the symmetry-or visual rhyming-of the shapes of the trees, of the haystacks, and of the ladies' dresses; by the spatial echo of the arrangement of three groups of four persons, in each of which the intimacy of a pair of figures gathered on the right emphasizes their distance from the two lone individuals standing to the left; by the skilful triangulation of the three splashes of livid color (red britches, red stockings, and a red petticoat); and most strikingly of all by the conspicuous situation of almost all the laborers, even those literally in the margins of the picture, in pools of sunlight. However else we might characterize the landscape in which the harvesters labor, it is emphatically not dark ( fig. 3) .
The elision of idleness and industry is not, however, simply a matter of formal artistic technique. Leisure and labor converge even more subtly in the representation of the haymakers themselves. Although they are at work, they can hardly be described as industrious. Despite its exhausting nature in practice, haymaking was conventionally portrayed (in poetic and artistic terms) as a happy, easy task. This falsification of the scale of labor input required during the hay harvest is especially striking in the light of other eighteenth-century representations of haymaking. point; few artists and fewer patrons would want to believe that this was anything other than a joyous, festive, and recreational time in the agricultural calendar. Even so, Haytley depicts his haymakers not merely as happy but as downright idle. Although eight harvest workers are conspicuously depicted, the scale of their labor is strikingly diminished. The tasks associated with haymaking-mowing or scything, tedding, raking, forking, cocking, carting, stacking-were, nominally, notoriously arduous.
37 Scything or mowing was by the early eighteenth century almost invariably men's work, but the other processes, especially tedding (fluffing and turning the hay to help it dry) and cocking (the consolidation of the windrows into small piles or cocks), generally involved predominantly female teams of four or five women and a man, each of them usually working with rakes. 38 The piles of intermediate size depicted in Haytley's painting suggest that the process being undertaken is the building of cobs, topping off the haycocks immediately prior to them being loaded onto wagons. But the execution of these processes by Haytley's haymakers could hardly be said to be intensive. Indeed, only one of the eight "laboring" figures-the woman second-from-left holding her rake firmly in two hands as she busies herself around the stack-is actually working. The two young women at the extreme right of the scene converse (perhaps even argue) together, though they too seem distracted by two other colleagues (a man and a woman) who are bantering with one another around another haystack. The woman on the far left pauses in her work, her hand coquettishly on her hip, her rake raised almost defiantly away from the wet grass. Is she blatantly staring the Montagu family down in a posture of plebeian 38. In July 1689, the workforce in the hay harvest at Arbury Hall (Warwickshire) consisted of fifty-nine employees, including seven servants in husbandry, sixteen adult male laborers, and twenty-eight women, boys, and girls; see Hindle, "Work, Reward, and Labour Discipline," p.
264.
insolence? Although it might be expected that displays of gestural dissidence were uncommon in a small-scale face-to-face enclosed village with a resident squire (especially where that squire was also the sole and omniscient employer), the woman's penetrating gaze suggests that even in a place like Sandleford the body language of plebeians might be less easily controlled than the gentry might hope.
39 Either way, she has almost certainly been distracted from her work by the adjacent male laborer who bends his body not forward to rake the hay but backwards to quaff ale thirstily from the barrel, to the point where his female companion feels obliged to restrain him. Most significantly of all, however, a ninth (male) figure, barely visible but situated right in the very centre of the painting, makes no pretence to labor at all and lies apparently asleep in the bushes, quite plausibly the victim less of exhaustion than of inebriation (fig. 4) .
The availability of alcohol to those working in the fields of large estates like that at Sandleford is unsurprising. The Montagus, like many other gentry families, almost certainly owned a large-scale brewery to supply drink for the household, servants, and workers.
40 And at harvest time the allowance of ale might be generous to say the least; William Marshall noted toward the end of the eighteenth century that in the midland counties the "customary allowance" during the hay and corn harvest was a gallon (eight pints) of beer for each man every day, and that "in hot weather they drink more."
41 This extraordinary volume of strong beer was generally a common perquisite as part of a wage bargain and was often supplemented by more small beer on hot days, although mowers sometimes negotiated for as much as two extra quarts of middle beer. Haytley's laborer drinks lustily from the barrel, and the restraining hand of his female colleague suggests that she thinks that he is overindulging, a sentiment evidently shared by those employers who often provided each laborer with a bottle in order to prevent them drawing more from a cask. Montagu herself expressed this view very bluntly: "I wish our poor people ate more & drank less."
42
This specter of drunkenness, and the almost ubiquitous idleness of which the sleeping figure is emblematic, is rendered all the more striking by the fact that all nine of Haytley's Sandleford laborers are well, although not extravagantly, dressed in brightly colored and comfortable clothes. Of the two male laborers whose clothing is visible, only one (the eighth figure from the left) wears the dark stockings that would have been standard for the laboring poor, while the other (the thirsty hayraker fourth from the left) wears white, which would be more expensive and unusual for a working man in the 1740s. The women have straw or chip hats secured to their caps with ribbons. Three of the women (the first, third, and seventh from the left) are dressed for hard physical work, wearing only back-lacing stays (rather than gowns) over their shifts and petticoats, which was perfectly respectable clothing since stays were not regarded as underwear. 43 The three other women (the second, sixth, and ninth figures from the left) conversely do wear gowns, two of which appear to be patterned, and might therefore be cotton prints or Norwich stuffs. As John Styles points out, this combination of chip hat, cap, light-patterned gown, and white apron over petticoat, shift, and stays would have been typical morning dress even for a duchess walking in St James's Park in 1744, so the basic constituents of the female wardrobe portrayed in miniature by Haytley actually serve to conceal rather than convey social distinction, which would only be revealed at close quarters in the quality of the fabrics and the accessorizing. 44 The petticoats depicted here are plain red and green, which is typical of laboring people, although the cost of the relevant fabrics could range from dirt-cheap linsey-woolsey to expensive napped woolen cloth. The lightcolored gowns and bright colored petticoats are not the sort of thing that parish officers usually supplied as supplementary relief-in-kind to the deserving poor, and it seems probable that all the garments that the men and women are shown wearing could and would have been bought in Newbury (two miles distant), if not in nearby Newtown. Whether that clothing was worn-out or patched-up is difficult to tell. The shifts worn by industrious harvest workers might be expected, like the one stolen from a yeoman's daughter in Slaidburn (Yorkshire) in 1758, to have holes under each armpit "'made by her stays with raking of hay,'" but there is little evidence of that among Haytley's women, and there is even the suggestion that they were endeavoring to protect their clothing by tying their aprons up at the side to make easier the use of the rake. 45 Haytley's imagery therefore seems to emphasize, perhaps even glamorize, the elegance of the female haymakers.
46
Although, therefore, Haytley depicted these harvest workers wearing clothes that were fairly typical of the dress of laboring people in the mideighteenth century, they were almost certainly wearing their Sunday best, according to the conventions that associated haymaking no less than Harvest-Home as an occasion of festivity and courtship when best clothing was worn, perhaps to be gleefully discarded as rustic youths and ruddy maids labored and sweated together. 47 49 This criticism of plebeian finery echoes longstanding elite concerns about the importance of enforcing sumptuary codes to govern the consuming passions of the poor and to maintain the social hierarchy.
50 It also expresses contemporary fears that the Sandleford workforce and others like it might not merely subsist but even actually thrive in its idleness.
51 If we express this perspective in the olfactory rather than the visual idiom, then, Haytley would have us believe that the smell wafting over the Sandleford ponds to the Montagu family on their terrace is not that of fresh sweat but of stale ale. The drinking haymaker may even be thought of, symbolically if not literally, as the physical embodiment of the leisure preference-what modern economists call a "backwardbending supply curve of labor," the tendency to substitute leisure for labor at times of relatively high wages. 51. This view has been regarded as implausible on the grounds that there is a contradiction between the arguments that the laboring poor were spending profligately (on the one hand) and that they were idle (on the other); closely intertwined-and much more ambiguously related-in Haytley's representation of the Sandleford landscape than might at first be thought. The meadow at Sandleford Priory is not the hive of industry subsequently depicted in George Stubbs's The Haymakers (1785), though even Stubbs's far more famous representation of vigorous and efficient labor in the hay harvest echoes Haytley in featuring (in Stubbs's case even more prominently) a young woman making unflinching (and therefore highly sexualized) eye contact with the viewer, defiantly meeting his gaze in resentment of his presence.
53
The concern about the lack of industriousness that is implied here is entirely characteristic of the mid-eighteenth century as a particularly troubling period in the long history of the relationship between master and servant. Up until the middle of the seventeenth century, discussions of the role of labor within the economy had been principally concerned with a perceived excess of people; with the creation of employment; with the control of hordes of masterless men; and even with facilitating emigration to relieve the pressure on the labor market. But in the changed demographic circumstances of the century after 1650, the pendulum swung in the opposite direction. Contemporaries came to realize that labor was in short supply and that population growth was stagnating. Following from this perception was the desire to encourage demographic expansion; to restrain the level of emigration; to cap the level of wages; and, above all, to ensure that the poor performed their customary role in society by fulfilling their duty to labor diligently. Because labor was relatively scarce, it was believed that "the very fabric of society could be threatened, not just by rising wages and costs, but by a swelling independence among the working masses," which commonly manifested itself in idleness. There was, accordingly, a growing consensus, emerging among the propertied elite about the "utility of poverty."
54 Employers, magistrates, and political economists alike agreed both in print and in the administration of social policy that "the higher the wages labourers and artisans received, the less they worked, and that, while low wages bred industry and diligence, high wages bred laziness, disorderliness and debauchery" of the kind that is depicted so subtly in the telescopic detail of Haytley's painting. 
Landlord, Landlady, and the Landscape: The Montagus at Sandleford
This concern with the utility of poverty of which Haytley's painting is arguably an expression is obviously an elite view, the Sandleford landscape as the Montagus might have wanted to see it. The estate is surveyed from the elevated vantage point of the patrician and specifically of a patrician with a telescope, capable of microscopic observation of the activities of his tenants and employees. 56 The possibility that Montagu's telescope is a technology of labor discipline is reinforced by the fact that this was not the only landscape painted by Haytley in which the landlord can be seen, quite literally, surveying his estate in telescopic detail. Shortly before he painted the Montagus at Sandleford, Haytley had been commissioned to paint the Brockman family at Beachborough House (Kent), the three-hundred-acre park between Folkestone and Hythe, which had been the seat of the Brockmans since the late sixteenth century. 57 The stylistic similarities between the two commissions are obvious, although the more ambitious Brockman painting represents the same landscape from two diametrically opposed perspectives, first of Temple Pond with the temple in the right foreground and second of Temple Pond with the temple in the distance on the left. This simple expedient therefore achieved the effect of a 360-degree panorama. In the first of these two paintings, Squire James Brockman is seated in the temple surrounded by his two younger female cousins, and on the desk sits a telescope. When commissioned to paint Thomas Newenham in 1746, moreover, Haytley depicted him with his left hand tucked inside his waistcoat, leaning against a rock upon which sit his hat and a 59 and to the interests of artists like Devis and Hogarth in questions of perspective. Montagu himself was something of a gentleman scientist and had a reputation as "a mathematician of great eminence."
60 The fact that he appears to be using his telescope to survey his labor force suggests an intensely practical as well as an abstract philosophical use of scientific instruments.
Haytley's emphasis on Edward Montagu's vigilance might therefore be explained by the Montagus' consciousness of the conspicuous idleness and incipient disorderliness of the laboring poor. The social history of mideighteenth-century Berkshire suggests that these fears were not entirely misplaced because the real economic situation over which landlords like Montagu presided was anything but calm. This was, after all, the milieu in which the systematic poaching activities of the Windsor Blacks, motivated as they were by fairly direct class hatred, prompted the passage of the notorious Black Act of 1723, made famous in Thompson's classic study of Whigs and Hunters. Indeed, the contest over the illicit hunting of game preoccupied magistrates in the county into the 1740s and beyond.
61 Crimes of necessity, ranging from the poaching of deer to the theft of foodstuffs, were especially common at times of grain shortage and more particularly when grain was exported away from areas of high demand. Although Berkshire itself was not the site of extensive grain production, grain regularly passed through the Thames valley on its way to ports of shipment farther west, but more especially to London itself, the national entrepôt for the export of corn. As prices rose dramatically in the early 1740s and again in the mid-1760s, there were widespread grain mutinies throughout Berk-58. Griffiths, "Life and Works of Edward Haytley," 25 no. 19 (fig. 24) shire. In the summer of 1766, there were hunger riots focusing on mills, sometimes involving crowds of up to five hundred people, centering on Newbury, Shaw, and Speenhamland, all of these places only a stone's throw from Sandleford. 62 At Greenham Mill near Thatcham, only three miles away from the Montagu estate, Richard Winter was accused in 1766 of having "'flung away and destroyed [all] the wheat flower.'" 63 Bakers in Newbury, less than two miles from Sandleford, were forced to stop selling bread in early August 1766 and did not resume business for almost a month and even then only when every bake-shop door was placed under armed guard. 64 Even so, disorder continued throughout the neighborhood; at Abingdon (twenty miles distant) in September 1766 rioters led by a bargeman seized grain from farmers and distributed it amongst themselves, while at Drayton (nineteen miles away) a crowd of laborers stole wheat, flour, and other provisions. 65 By December 1766, the numbers of those arrested for riotous disorder in Berkshire was so great that the regular assize courts could not deliver the gaols of those awaiting trial, and special commissions had perforce been established to arraign those who had subsequently been apprehended. 66 It is difficult to believe that those indicted were a representative cross section of those who had actually been involved in the disorder. Women were almost certainly at the forefront of the marketing process and much more likely to be present at the flashpoint where consumers' expectations of the just price were frustrated by the nefarious practices of corn dealers, yet no women were included among the thirteen individuals who were subject to exemplary prosecution in Berkshire in 1766. 67 Overt protest and exemplary prosecution were, however, only the tip of an iceberg. Although, as Thompson long ago showed, the menace of the "many-headed monster" gradually receded, the inconvenience of plebeian insubordination had a very long half-life. Indeed, this "blur of indiscipline" could be sensed just beyond the park gates of Sandleford. 68 "Crimes of anonymity," as Thompson called them, were committed in Newbury and its environs, especially at Greenham Common adjacent to Sandleford, well into the early nineteenth century. 69 In 1772 an anonymous letter posted in Newbury sarcastically condemned the local gentry, including by implication Edward Montagu of Sandleford, as "great men" who were nothing but "sons of [w] hor[e]s"; warned them to "think of the po[o]r"; and reminded them of a recently preached sermon that had threatened damnation if they continued to starve the indigent. 70 If Haytley therefore invites us to share Montagu's mechanical gaze of the estate from above, this moralized invective is a valuable reminder that Sandleford looked very different from below.
The impact of this distress and disorder in Sandleford is disclosed in the surviving archive of almost 7,000 letters to and from Elizabeth Montagu between the 1740s and the 1790s. Montagu's personal experience of Sandleford was ambiguous: although she idealized retirement to the countryside, she thought that life there was solitary and sedentary. Although "not a place so remote [from London]," she wrote in frustration, "the rules of civility and hospitality regulate our intercourse with our neighbors, rather than choice." 71 The Sandleford fireside was, accordingly, the epitome of dullness. Although its reputation is not immediately self-evident from the painting, Sandleford Priory was, at least until it was remodeled in the 1770s, deeply unfashionable; its only items of interest (some of them depicted by Haytley) were its old walled garden and evergreen maze, its bowling green, its canal, its fishponds, and its orangery. Although Elizabeth Somerset, Duchess of Beaufort, had been warned by a local innkeeper in 1762 (almost twenty years after the Montagus were painted there) that "nobody went to see Sandleford and that it was by no means fine," she was still disappointed that her perambulation of the estate left her with nothing but "a fine perspiration."
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Even while her husband was still alive, Montagu vicariously exercised the duties of the estate manager during his absences in London, describing herself in 1762 as a "mere farmeress who dines alone on beans and bacon and walks joint tenant of the shade with sheep, red cows and oxen." In 1777 she again aspired to "the character of a farmeress" but complained that "the meager condition of the soil" at Sandleford prevented her from living "in the state of a Shepherdess Queen," which she considered to be the "highest rural dignity." 73 Although she claimed that she knew nothing about farming and had little or no interest in learning about it, she did practice estate paternalism in the 1770s. In the autumn of 1776, she participated in the "social economy of dearth" by planting thirteen acres of potatoes (thinking that "from the cultivation to the eating thereof it would be useful to the poor") and selling almost £100 worth of the crop to the poor at half the market price (and the following year justified this initiative in relief-in-kind on the grounds that cash gifts would only be "squander[e]d in profitless tea or pernicious gin"). 74 In the summer of 1778, she bought cows and pigs for those of her tenants who had right of common pasture but were too poor to invest in livestock. 75 Her letters repeatedly rehearse the pitiful circumstances of the local poor. In May 1764, she found "the whole parish" of Sandleford, "in a wretched" condition with floods having drowned livestock and "bread and all provisions dear." In August 1772, she noted that wheat, barley, and turnips had "all sufferd by drought," and that "the dearness of all kinds of provision" had reduced her poor neighbors "to a state of wretchedness which I never saw before in England." In December 1781, she was afraid that this winter "will be more severe to the poor than nay they have felt for many years," and noted that what little grain there was was so bad that probably their constitutions may suffer from it. 76 Even in good years, she was not optimistic about her laborers' living standards. Although she noted in 1773 that her barns and a large stack yard were "entirely filld" with corn and hay ("you never saw a finer display of rural wealth . . . we had indeed most plentiful crops"), she knew that such bounty offered only temporary mitigation of want: "I hope therefore the distresses of the poor will not be so great," since "the one good year is not sufficient to make all the plenty one might reasonably wish." In 1777, with her own wheat fetching as much as eight shillings a bushel, she nonetheless hoped that the price would soon fall, "for the poor labourers cannot earn a subsistence for their families when bread bears such a price."
77 At times of dearth, moreover, she became especially sensitive to the level of wages, noting the penny or two differential between the daily rates offered to strong men and to "those past their youth, and believed that wages ought to be regulated by the price of corn." She knew that the need to provide for shoes and clothing meant that many poor families were reduced to eating nothing but "barley bread," and she regularly provided them with direct relief in kind.
78 She nonetheless differentiated between the poorest families who might receive pitchers of broth, soup, or bouillon and the more decent sort who were treated to roast veal. 79 She even made special provision for her haymakers, offering them a "broth of some nettles and coarse meat," which amounted to what she believed to be a "good dinner."
80 There is no reason to doubt the sincerity of these gestures of charity and hospitality, which were almost invariably offered in person.
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Her personal sensitivity to the needs of the laboring poor was most transparently expressed in a vivid account, offered to her sister Sarah in 1772, of her customary provision of estate hospitality. "My principal attention," she wrote, has been to "providing food for my poor neighbors who are in the most literal sense starving." Montagu explained that the Sandleford kitchens had been producing "eight quarts" (sixteen pints) of "rice milk" every day "for the suppers of hungry babies," and that on baking days the milk and rice were "consolidated into pudding." Vats of rice pudding were supplemented by "oceans of broth," but even so the "general misery" was such that the neighborhood resounded with grumbling stomachs and "croaking bowels."
82 She reported that she had personally carried a rice pudding to a poor couple on neighboring Greenham Common who were overburdened with their own children. She had, nonetheless, taken the time to ascertain the facts of the situation. The father was a laborer, earning six shillings six pence a week (a wage that, as we shall see, was substantially below the going rate); the mother was sickly; and seven of their eleven surviving children had been bound out as servants, many of them doubtless forcibly removed as pauper apprentices by the parish officers under the terms of the apprenticeship clauses of the Elizabethan poor laws, reiterated in the 1690s. 83 The family's difficulties had been exacerbated by the rheumatic illness to which the father had succumbed the previous winter, which had "put him back in the world." The four resident children ("little ones") had only a bit of blanket each to cover them, and Montagu was so appalled at the sight of their nakedness that she "sent to buy cloth for a smock & linsey woolsey for a jacket," which she gave as charity to the poor mother. One can only imagine how the cottagers felt when Montagu arrived, in her chaise (no less), bearing all this bounty; perhaps their initial shock at the ostentation of her carriage was overcome by genuine gratitude that her ladyship, of all people, had bothered to do anything at all. Montagu herself recalled that the poor woman was "quite astonished," claiming that it was "the first kindness she had ever received," with the sole exception of a gift from the parish ("half a crown," or two shillings six pence) when she was seriously ill during her eleventh and final pregnancy. Although Montagu was delighted to taste "the honeydew of poor peoples good wishes," the general conclusion she drew from this encounter was a moral lesson to the patrician class as a whole: "if the rich people do not check their wanton extravagance to enable them to assist the poor, I know not what must become of the labouring people."
84 This remarkable and highly personalized act of charity notwithstanding, Montagu nonetheless became convinced that "the squire is more useful to his neighbors by finding them employment than he would be by feeding them at his gate."
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The aggressive practices of estate management that were contemporaneously being introduced at Sandleford and elsewhere might obviously be read (as some contemporaries did) as an index of the hypocrisy of a landed class who claimed to be sensitive to the needs of the laboring poor yet nonetheless extinguished common property rights in the interest of possessive individualism. But enclosure might equally be interpreted more sympathetically as a recognition that established paternalistic practice, especially gentry hospitality customarily dispensed from the great house, could only ever mitigate the worst symptoms of poverty; and as a sincere attempt to transform unproductive waste into profitable allotments on which the poor might be set to work. As early as the 1750s, Montagu had been an apologist for the enclosure of neighboring estates and had even been perfectly happy to allude to the pejorative idiom-"joining field-tofield"-that the prophet Isaiah had used for engrossing, conveniently forgetting (of course) the Old Testament curse against those who behaved in that way.
86 But by the 1760s she was prepared to go beyond the justification of enclosure into the celebration of emparkment. She even eulogized the notorious depopulation of the Oxfordshire village of Nuneham Courtenay, some twenty-two miles distant, by Simon, first earl of Harcourt.
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Harcourt demolished the old village order to create a landscaped park, designed by Lancelot "Capability" Brown, around his new villa, which had itself been designed by Stiff Leadbetter in 1757. By 1770, Nuneham Courtenay had become the epitome of the enclosed and depopulated community, the destruction of which was lamented in Oliver Goldsmith's celebrated poem "The Deserted Village" (1770), which excoriated those landlords who deracinated and impoverished rural inhabitants simply to create picturesque gardens. 88 Montagu's celebration of the social relations reconfigured by the creation of Nuneham Park goes way beyond mystification into justification. The village, newly relocated along the main road to Oxford, was, she insisted, "very pretty," its cottages "comfortable and convenient" with "a pretty garden allotted to every House." Montagu was convinced that she "never saw so many happy people as the inhabitants of the village" and that there was "neither poverty nor vice there." She was particularly enthusiastic about the sophisticated mechanisms of charitable relief: "ev- ery villager puts in a penny p[e]r week as a fund for time of distress, and Lord Nuneham doubles it, and there is now a large fund." Charity brought with it incentives to industriousness: the inhabitants held an annual summer feast, awarding prizes to "the persons distinguished for spinning or rural labours." Enclosure and emparkment had, she believed, brought prosperity to the laboring population at Nuneham Courtenay, whose cottages were "so neat" with "such store of excellent bacon, and garden stuff to eat with it" that she thought that she "could lodge and board there very comfortably" herself.
89 She believed that the same might be true of Sandleford and its environs, much of which were apparently "improved" well before the parliamentary enclosure of Newbury parish in the late 1840s. A 1781 map of the 620-acre Sandleford estate suggests that the surrounding lands near Wash Hill and in western Greenham had already been enclosed by that date. 90 Montagu was certainly appreciative of what she regarded as the benefits of this process. She wrote to her husband in 1764 expressing delight at how "very agreeable" it was to see "all the waste common in the road to Down Husbands now well cultivated." "Under cultivation," she was convinced, commons "give bread to the industrious," whereas in their "rude state," they "harbor idleness & savage & desperate poverty."
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The piecemeal enclosure of the neighboring "wastes," including the thousand-acre heathland of Greenham Common, was one thing, the fate of Sandleford Priory itself another. By the late 1770s, Montagu herself had recruited Capability Brown to empark the Sandleford estate, and it is intriguing that she did so very shortly after her husband of thirty-three years died in 1775. It is almost as if her attitudes toward rural labor could only find genuine expression in the independent state of mind that came with widowhood. Indeed, Edward Montagu had been dead but two weeks when Elizabeth wrote that she "may perhaps indulge myself with laying out two or three hundred a year in embellishing the grounds, as the money will keep the neighborhood in better employment."
92 She had already confided in her sister as early as 1767 that she had "long seen" that the Sandleford estate was "capable of considerable improvement" and "urged it" upon her husband but that "he being averse to trouble was always angry" and re- fused. Within a year of Edward Montagu's death, however, Brown was let loose on the estate. 93 Outbuildings (offices and barns) were removed; several walls and hedges demolished; and the kitchen garden relocated.
94 This was the price to be paid for the creation of vast, informal lawns and artificial lakes around which ornamental pathways were arranged. Montagu's friend and correspondent the poet and philosopher James Beattie thought it "beautiful," a remodeling conducted to "very great advantage indeed."
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Everywhere she looked, Montagu herself thought that "beauty had been enhanced." She reported in 1784 her "great pleasure" at the "great but invisible art" with which Brown had embellished the estate. She was particularly pleased with the "fine effect" of the artificial lake and thought the whole scene elegant without being disfigured by the "tricks and fopperies of art." Brown, she thought, had introduced "great variety" to the landscape "without departing from the rural & pastoral."
96 She even persuaded herself that the improvement of Sandleford had been conducted without gratuitous expense, arguing that the two to three hundred pounds a year it cost to embellish the estate in this way was unostentatious and even frugal. 97 It is nonetheless striking that her program of subsidized potato sales and livestock purchases was introduced only after she had begun to remodel the estate in the mid-1770s, almost as if she sensed that the laboring poor would suffer collateral damage as a consequence of emparkment. Nor was she oblivious to the charge of hypocrisy; to complete Brown's scheme, she wrote defensively in 1789, will "cost me eight guineas a Week to day laborers for some months to come, without reckoning the expense of Trees for plantations & salary of a supervisor of the business." She accordingly hoped that she would not be regarded as "a person who says one things, & means another, but while there are so many poor people, who in this time of high price of bread cannot get half employment, I will not economise in the article of Labour."
98 If even Montagu herself was science that she was fulfilling her charitable obligations by employing them in their uttermost need and simultaneously succeeded in keeping them grateful. She believed that her improvement schemes would provide employment opportunities throughout the two full years it would take to empark the estate but was sensitive to competing demands for agricultural labor: "I have at present," she noted in June 1783, "many hands imploy'd at it, but shall reduce that number from the beginning of harvest till after its conclusion . . . these kind of works are a resource to the poor labourers in Winter, but in harvest time it would be injurious to the Farmer to employ the hands which may assist him." She noted with pleasure that her workforce contained several demobilized soldiers and wished that they would all take such "honest employment." 103 She wrote in early September 1789 of her satisfaction at being able to employ the poor around the park at a time when wet weather had prevented the harvest from being taken in: "At present the labourers can hardly get bread for their families, & those who are old & infirm cannot get employment of the farmers." She commented proudly that she had eighteen of these "feeble persons" at work on her "pleasure grounds," which is "some help to them," adding that in harvest time she only ever employed "this set of people." She justified her employment of the elderly and the weak on the grounds that it was "hurtful" to other employers to recruit able-bodied labor and counterproductive to employ those who were enterprising enough to seek contracts elsewhere. In doing so she skillfully obscured (and perhaps even refused to admit to herself) the fact that she was relying on cheap labor and therefore driving down wages in the local labor market. Above all, it is the complacency and self-satisfaction in her attitude to labor that shines through: "I think it would be detestable not to endeavour to make ones vanities & luxuries of some use [to the poor]." 104 Woodhouse was unpersuaded, convinced that her philanthropy was hypocritical, describing her charitable activities as nothing but "cheats to hide/unbounded vanities-caprice-and Pride." In essence, therefore, Montagu's emparkment of Sandleford epitomized the "increasingly rigid distinction between the landscape garden as the natural domain of the landlord [or landlady] and the agrarian landscape as the appropriate province of the laborer." 105 leaving a deficit against earnings of almost six pence (7 percent) a week, and even this made no allowance for replacing clothing, utensils or bedding. Davies was therefore convinced that even with his "utmost exertions" the laborer could "scarcely . . . supply his family with the daily bread." 108 Davies nonetheless assumed that wages were earned continuously all year round. The realities of the labor market, however, were long periods of chronic underemployment punctuated largely by crisis episodes of short-term unemployment. This experience is typified in the settlement examination of James Wallen, an illiterate agricultural labourer who gave evidence of his life of labor before the Berkshire magistrates Thomas Wyld and Francis Page at Thatcham on 29 January 1784, some four decades after The Montagus at Sandleford was painted and seven years after Sandleford was emparked.
109 Wallen explained that he had been born at Cold Ash in Thatcham, some three miles from Sandleford, where his father was legally settled. Wallen's first employment had been in 1752 when he had hired himself to the Sandleford maltster Thomas Tarrant as a malting man. Although he was promised six pound wages for the whole year, he had fallen victim to the nefarious practice of the "fifty-one week hiring," his employer turning him off two days before the completion of the full calendar year that would have secured him the legal settlement necessary to continue living and working in Sandleford, and to add insult to injury he lost the six pence wages he would have earned had he served the whole term.
110 In 1753, he came to Newbury where he spent the next thirteen or fourteen years as a servant in husbandry (a resident agricultural laborer hired at board wages) to the farmer John Brown. Wallen's remuneration reflected the seasonality of the demand for his labor: a shilling a week for most of the year, increasing to three shillings weekly during the hay harvest, and six shillings weekly between harvest and Michaelmas.
111 This apparently secure position ended suddenly in 1764 when his master died, and he was forced to seek work elsewhere. At Michaelmas 1764 he had been hired for a year to serve as "odd[-job] man" to William Austin, a yeoman the prosperity of their families." But she was equally concerned about their ability to feed and refresh themselves; she noted in September 1777 that she had "about 40 reapers at work at present, to take advantage of the fine weather," and that although she brewed "seven hogsheads of small beer" she feared that it would not last through to the end of harvest. "The poor reapers & haymakers," she fretted, "bring nothing but water into the field, which with bad cheese & fine bread is their general fare."
114 It is nonetheless unclear whether the male wages to which she referred were inflated at times of high demand; whether her "Amazonian" women were hired all year round or only seasonally as required; and whether the small beer that they consumed so freely was a perquisite of the job or given in lieu of wages. And nothing at all is known of the cottages and hovels in which they lived or of the rents that they paid for them. Our chances of matching even plausible, still less precise, economic data to these figures in the landscape seem slight indeed.
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The ideological work performed in Haytley's painting therefore remains ambiguous and begs numerous questions not only about the relationship between labor and leisure in English rural society but also about the relationship between patron and artist. Given that the widespread internalization of the doctrine of the utility of poverty, on which so many recent commentators have insisted, was reinforcing the perceived need to inculcate industriousness amongst the laboring classes, it is striking that Haytley's haymakers are not only idle but idle even under the watchful supervision of the landlord. Perhaps Haytley's personal familiarity not only with the luxurious lifestyle of the propertied elite but, equally, with the realities of poverty among the laboring classes was in play here. After all, his relationship with his patrons may have been close, but it was not enough to save him from bankruptcy. If the artist did share his patron's concern with the utility of poverty, it may only have been in the sense that he sympathized with the laborers' insouciant ways. Indeed, it is striking that although Haytley's master takes pride in his telescope, he is portrayed not in the very act of observing his workers but is actually looking the other way, and his family seems equally oblivious to plebeian licentiousness. The painting might therefore be read more subversively, even as a critique of Edward Montagu's ineffective labor discipline, with Haytley enjoying the irony of how much both he and the workforce were able to get away with, 114. Montagu, letter to Scott, 28 Jul. 1772, M0 5930, HEH; and letters to Matthew Robinson, 9 June 1777 and to Scott, 26 Sept. 1777, MS Additional 40663, fols. 57, 67v, BL.
115. For an attempt, based on the closely contextualized study of one particular labor market on a late seventeenth-century Warwickshire estate, see Hindle, "Work, Reward, and Labor Discipline." right under the nose of their employer. This may even have been a critique with which Elizabeth Montagu herself came to sympathize, frustrated as she was with her husband's lackadaisical attitude towards the management of the Sandleford estate. One might even imagine Elizabeth Montagu engaging in an overt act of self-fashioning by displaying the picture in the public areas of the house where it would be seen not only by family and friends but also by those numerous visitors who were increasingly keen to tour the country seats of the gentry.
116 One wonders how this polite audience might have reacted to the painting; if they looked hard enough, they may well have laughed, but, if so, at whom (and with whom) were they laughing?
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One observer, at least, was less amused than disgusted. James Woodhouse almost certainly saw the painting, and his response focused in particular on Edward Montagu's omniscient telescope. In his withering satire on the Montagu family, he rhetorically asked if "Pleasure's Daughters" and "Dissipation's Wives" would "as nicely scrutinize their [own] careless lives?" He wondered whether "Folly's fashionable Sires and Sons" would "engage their talents while Time's hour-glass runs?" and "turn the same end of telescopic glass" to "watch their [own] faults, and foibles, while they pass?" (CS, 6:201, 2066). In encouraging the Montagus to turn their magnifying, mechanical gaze back on themselves, he was both puncturing their inflated self-image and looking askance at their pretensions to micromanage the conduct of their employees.
Wherever the painting was in fact hung at Sandleford, it nonetheless reinforced Montagu's own developing sense that the rural poor were not only indolent but delighting and perhaps even prospering in that indolence. Whether or not Haytley would have agreed with her is, of course, a moot point, for his untimely death ensured that he did not witness the radical surgery that she conducted on the estate in the 1770s. Even so, many of the themes represented in the painting (the leisure preference of the workforce; the potential for idleness, inebriation, and insubordination not just beyond but within the park gates; the tendency of laborers of both sexes to dress above their station; and the ambition of landlords to oversee, perhaps even to micromanage, the activities of the tenants and laborers) resonate with the personal preoccupations that run through Montagu's correspondence. One wonders therefore if Haytley had not (however unselfconsciously, perhaps even unwittingly) painted a rural landscape-and the lives of labor that were experienced within it-that she would soon come to detest, and ultimately to destroy.
What then, does this art-historical reading of the social relations of production contribute to our understanding of agrarian change in eighteenth-century England? What can be learnt from Haytley's painting that could not be discerned from a close reading of treatises on political economy, manuals of agricultural improvement, or the archives of landed estates? All works of imagination are, inevitably, ideological to the extent they are produced and consumed through various filters of ideas, beliefs, and expectations. This is no less true of Haytley's representation of apparently real Sandleford haymakers than it is of any other rural landscape or conversation piece. Haytley's depiction of the laborers' "industriousness" contrasts with his precise delineation of the Montagus' own "leisure preference" for empiricism and surveillance, and as such it has a connotation that must be explored in the context of the assumptions of the landed elite of which the Montagus themselves were such prominent members. As much as the haymaking scene may seem realistic, it is suspect in the sense that it fixes as natural the ideological fiction that the laboring poor were essentially idle. Quasi-fictional as it is, however, the painting materializes the dynamics of labor in ways that the itemized payments in an estate wages book or the detailed report of a farm bailiff could never do. Haytley's achievement is to render agricultural labor not only more accessible but differently visible, even perhaps more meaningful, to those who would have gathered around and conversed about his painting. To this extent, The Montagus at Sandleford Priory actualizes the archive, disclosing those residues of labor-the gestures and the gossip, the refreshments and the recreations, the sweat and the slumber-that are only faintly perceptible in the laconic manuscript sources through which economic historians themselves conventionally toil.
